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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election with traverse of Group I, claims 1-6 and 9-16, in the reply filed on 
5/12/2009 is acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground(s) that the reference does not 
disclose or suggest all of the features common to the claims. After a more in depth look at the 
reference, the arguments were found persuasive because the side cover plates are not adapted to 
receive ribs of the plate elements as recited in the claims as pointed out by the Applicant. 
However, after further searching, the restriction stands as the common subject matter does not 
make a contribution over the prior art (Washington et al. US Patent 5,750,281) which recites all 
of the common subject matter (plate elements, a plurality of recesses and/or perforations, and 
receiving ribs of the plate elements). The requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore 
made FINAL. 



Drawings 

Figures 1 and 2 should be designated by a legend such as -Prior Art- because only that 
which is old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected drawings in compliance with 37 
CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. 
The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 
CFR 1.84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by Washington 
etal. (US Patent 5,750,281). 

Regarding claim 1, Washington teaches a fluid flow field plate 260 (frame element) and 
edge manifold plates 262a (plate elements) where the fluid flow filed plate 260 (frame element) 
includes "recesses/perforations" (not numbered but illustrated in Figure 21) and the edge 
manifold plates 262a include "ribs" (not numbered but illustrated in Figure 21) (column 10, lines 
12-22). The recesses/perforations receive the ribs and are arranged to form a stack which is 
illustrated in Figure 1 . The assembled version of the fluid flow plate 260 (frame element) is 
illustrated in Figure 20 in which the ribs pass through the recesses/perforations. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

5. Claims 2, 3, 6, 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Washington et al. (US Patent 5,750,281). 

Regarding claim 2, Washington teaches a fluid flow field plate 260 (frame element) with 
recesses/perforations for passing the ribs of the edge manifold plates 262a (plate elements) 
through to form a stack (column 10, lines 12-22; see also figures 21 and 22). Washington 
teaches that two or more full cells can be connected together in series or parallel and can be 
arranged to form a stack (column 1, line 59 through column 2, line 27). Washington also teaches 
that fluid flow plates are typically formed of graphite and act as current collectors and are 
therefore electrically conductive (column 1, lines 59-62). 

Washington does not disclose whether the wiring is bipolar or monopolar; however, the 
structure taught by Washington is substantially identical to the claims and therefore, the edge 
manifold assembly of Washington could be easily modified to support a monopolar wiring of the 
edge manifold plates 262a (plate elements) if it isn't already wired as such. The prior art can be 
modified or combined to reject claims as prima facie obvious as long as there is a reasonable 
expectation of success. See In re Merck & Co., Inc., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986) (see MPEP § 2143.02). 



Application/Control Number: 10/538,601 Page 5 

Art Unit: 1795 

Regarding claim 3, Washington discloses a fluid flow field plate 260 (frame element) 
with a "regular pattern" which is illustrated is also illustrated in Figure 21 . The pattern in this 
case can be described as a "continuous, serpentine, substantially parallel pattern" (column 7, 
lines 27). 

Regarding claims 6, 13 and 14, Washington teaches that the fluid flow field plate 260 
(frame element) contains a channel for fluid conduction along the stack as is clearly illustrated in 
Figure 21 . Washington does not disclose whether the wiring for the stack is bipolar or 
monopolar; however, the structure taught by Washington is substantially identical to the claims 
and therefore, the edge manifold assembly of Washington could be easily modified to support a 
monopolar wiring of the edge manifold plates 262a (plate elements) if it isn't already wired as 
such. The prior art can be modified or combined to reject claims as prima facie obvious as long 
as there is a reasonable expectation of success. See In re Merck & Co., Inc. , 800 F.2d 1 09 1 , 23 1 
USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986) (see MPEP § 2143.02). 

6. Claims 4, 9 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Washington et al. (US Patent 5,750,281) as applied to claims 2, 3, 6, 13 and 14 and further in 
view of Zeilinger et al. (US Patent 6,432,569 Bl). 

Regarding claims 4 and 9, Washington does not teach a printed circuit board in the edge 
manifold assembly; however, Zeilinger demonstrates that it is well known in the art to include a 
printed circuit board which mechanically supports and electrically connects electronic 
components in a fuel cell stack and that this type of fuel cell and others are taught by the Fuel 
Cell Handbook by A. J. Appleby and F. R. Foulkes, 1989, pp. 440-454 (column 1, lines 39-49). 
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A rationale to support a conclusion that a claim would have been obvious is that all the 
claimed elements were known in the prior art and one skilled in the art could have combined the 
elements as claimed by known methods with no change in their respective functions, and the 
combination would have yielded nothing more than predictable results to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S., 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1395 (2007) (see 
MPEP §§ 2143 and 2143.02). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to adapt the printed circuit board, a component well known in fuel cell stacks, to 
the edge manifold assembly of Washington in order to mechanically support and electrically 
connect electronic components. 

Regarding claim 15, Washington teaches that the fluid flow field plate 260 (frame 
element) contains a channel for fluid conduction along the stack as is clearly illustrated in Figure 
21 . Washington does not disclose whether the wiring for the stack is bipolar or monopolar; 
however, the structure taught by Washington is substantially identical to the claims and 
therefore, the edge manifold assembly of Washington could be easily modified to support a 
monopolar wiring of the edge manifold plates 262a (plate elements) if it isn't already wired as 
such. The prior art can be modified or combined to reject claims as prima facie obvious as long 
as there is a reasonable expectation of success. See In re Merck & Co., Inc. , 800 F.2d 1 09 1 , 23 1 
USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986) (see MPEP § 2143.02). 

7. Claims 5, 11, 12 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Washington et al. (US Patent 5,750,281) as applied to claim 2, 3, 6, 13 and 14, and further in 
view of Kikuchi et al. (US Patent Application 2002/0142209 Al). 
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Regarding claims 5,11 and 12, these claim contains means-plus-function language which 
invokes a 35 U.S.C. 1 12, sixth paragraph limitation (see MPEP 2181). The claims recite, 
"mounting means for two end plates which complete the stack of plate elements to both sides." 
The Applicant's specification supports this and illustrates the "mounting means" as openings 229 
into which the ribs of the end plates 259 can be inserted (Figure 8 and page 14, lines 16-29). 

Regarding claim 5, Washington does not disclose two end plates that are mounted to 
complete the stack of edge manifold plates 262a (plate elements); however Kikuchi teaches a 
fuel cell stack 50 which is provided with end plates 52a, 52b which form a hinge mechanism 106 
by inserting pins 104 into through-holes 75, 102 ("openings") in order to mount the end plates to 
complete the stack. 

The combination of familiar elements is likely to be obvious when it does no more than 
yield predictable results. See KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S., 82 USPQ2d 1385, 
1395 - 97 (2007) (see MPEP § 2143, A.). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to adapt the end plates of Kikuchi to the fuel cell stack of Washington 
resulting in the predictable result of providing protection to the stack. 

Regarding claim 16, Washington teaches that the fluid flow field plate 260 (frame 
element) contains a channel for fluid conduction along the stack as is clearly illustrated in Figure 
21 . Washington does not disclose whether the wiring for the stack is bipolar or monopolar; 
however, the structure taught by Washington is substantially identical to the claims and 
therefore, the edge manifold assembly of Washington could be easily modified to support a 
monopolar wiring of the edge manifold plates 262a (plate elements) if it isn't already wired as 
such. The prior art can be modified or combined to reject claims as prima facie obvious as long 
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as there is a reasonable expectation of success. See In re Merck & Co., Inc. , 800 F. 2d 1 09 1 , 23 1 
USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986) (see MPEP § 2143.02). 



8. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Washington et al. 
(US Patent 5,750,281) in view of Zeilinger et al. (US Patent 6,432,569 Bl) as applied to claims 
4, 9 and 15, and further in view of Kikuchi et al. (US Patent Application 2002/0142209 Al). 

Regarding claim 12, this claim contains means-plus-function language which invokes a 
35 U.S.C. 1 12, sixth paragraph limitation (see MPEP 2181). The claim recites, "mounting 
means for two end plates which complete the stack of plate elements to both sides." The 
Applicant's specification supports this and illustrates the "mounting means" as openings 229 into 
which the ribs of the end plates 259 can be inserted (Figure 8 and page 14, lines 16-29). 

Regarding claim 12, Washington does not disclose two end plates that are mounted to 
complete the stack of edge manifold plates 262a (plate elements); however Kikuchi teaches a 
fuel cell stack 50 which is provided with end plates 52a, 52b which form a hinge mechanism 106 
by inserting pins 104 into through-holes 75, 102 ("openings") in order to mount the end plates to 
complete the stack. 

The combination of familiar elements is likely to be obvious when it does no more than 
yield predictable results. See KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S., 82 USPQ2d 1385, 
1395 - 97 (2007) (see MPEP § 2143, A.). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to adapt the end plates of Kikuchi to the fuel cell stack of Washington 
resulting in the predictable result of providing protection to the stack. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to AMANDA BARROW whose telephone number is (571)270- 
7867. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30am-5pm EST. Monday-Friday, alternate 
Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian Sines can be reached on 571-272-1263. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/AMANDA BARROW/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1795 
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